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SELECTING AND TRAINING EDUGATIONAt tEADERS 
to BE FACILITATORS OF SCHOOL IMPROVEHENT^* ^ 



Sheila C, Murphy. 
-, . Leslte HuUhg-Austlri 
Su2anne W. Stiegelbauer 

Research and Oevelepment Center for Teacher Education 
The University of Texas at Austin 

The importance uf school improvement as a goal is Widely recognized both 

by educators and the public at large. State legislators, parents and other 

taxpayers as well as school boards and superintendents are exerting pressure 

for schools to improve. Huch of this pressure is being fdci/sed en educational 

leaders and their role in bringing about school improvement. 

For the past five years, researchers at the Research and Development 

Center for teacher Education (RSSCTE) have studied the role of school 

principals and other educational leaders in facilitating school improvement. 

Throwgh this research, much has been learned about the school improvement 

process and what facilitators do on a day-to-day basis to bring about change 

(Halli Hbrd, Guznien, Ruling-Austin, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1984; Rail, 

Hord, Ruling, Rutherford. S Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hall, Rutherford, 
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Newldve* Hbrd, Goldstein, Haling, fi Griffin, 1982; Rutherfofdi Hordi 
Ralihg-Austin, Stlegelbauer, Murph^', Putman, Hall* S Huscellai 1985). The 
cumulative findings from this body of researeh how maRe It possible to present 
Ideas for the selection and training of school leaders. The paper is primarily 
intended for those who view school improveiTient as a top priority* ?nd provides 
research-based suggestions about 1) selecting those persons who will likely be 
effective as facilitators arid 2) training persons to become effective 
facilitators of change. 

It is important to emphasize that the criteria to be discussed in this 
paper relate to the role of educational leaders in schnnl improvement . A 
district or agency that has other top priorities for its acfinlnistrators such 
as strong puelie and conmunity relations or managing declining enrollments and 
resources would probably find other selection and training criteria more 
relevant to their needs. 

The purpose of this paper then is to share findings from the past five 
years of RiBCTE research related to the rile of educational leaders in school 
improvement. In doing :o, we will discuss the implications related to the 
selection and placement of educational leaders, and the content and process of 
training leaders for school improvement. 

Assumptions Underlying CBAH Research 
The research to be discussed in this paper Is grounded in the Concerns 
Based Adoption Rodel (GBAH) (Rail, Wallace, S Dossett, 1973). the CBAM 
evolved out of extensive research on the change process and particularly 
implementation of educational innovations in schools and college settings. 
Underlying the CBAM model are a number of basic assumptions (Rutherford, Hall, 
i Huling, 1984): 
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1) Change is a prbeessi not an event. 

2) Ehange !s made by Individuals first* i.e.* the individual is 
the primary fccus of actions taken for change. 

3) Change is a highly, personal experience; everyone reacts differently. 

4) Change entails developmental growth in feelings and skills; there 
are identifiable "stages" and "levels" of the change process as 
experienced by individualSi 

5) Change is best understood by individuals when it is presented or 
described in operational terms, as it would appear when fully in use. 

6) Change can be best facilitated when actions are based on the 
diagnosed needs of individuals; a client-centered diaghestie/ 
prescriptive model has benefits for both client and facilitator. 

7) A change facilitator needs to work in an "adaptive/systematic way," 
adapting their interventions to the needs of the change and clients 
within the ehange. Further, any interventions Or act^'ons taken to 
facilitate change must be directed to individuals first, and 
innovations second. 

but of this perspective and as a result of ten years of research in 
school Si the CEAW/RIP program has developed and refined a set of conceptual 
frameworks for planning, facilitating, monitoring, and evaluating change in 
schools. The dimensions of the EBAH include: 

1) Stages of Concern (SoC), which is used to assess user concerns or 
feelings about a change (Hall, George, S Rutherford, 1977; Newlove &. 
Hall, 1976); 

2) Levels of Use fLoU), which is used to determine the actual extent of 
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use based eh oehavloral indicators (Loucks, Newlowe, & HiU , i97o). 
Both these measures stem from theories of adult development (Fuller, 
1969; 1973) and extensive testing in the field; 

3) liinovatibh Cdnfiguretioris (16), which is used to deicribe the 
innovation or change (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall, fe Loucks, 1981); and 

4) the Intervention Taxonomy (IT), which describes arid categorizes 
actions taken by facilitators in implementing or lohitorinc change 
(Hall S Hbrd, 1984a). 

All of these dimensions are field based and continue to be tested through 
ongoing research by CBAH/RIP staff, various implemeritation efforts in schools, 
and dissertation studies. A more complete discussion of the CBAH is found in 
Appendix A. The next section of this paper reviews the research base from 
which the reconmehdations are drown. 

Five rears of Research: The PTI and High School Studies 
The P rincip a l -T eac her Interaction (PTI) Study conducted over the 1980-81 
school year, focused on tne role of principals as the major facilitator of 
change in tfteir schools. While the literature bri leadership presented some 
indicators of what contributed to effective leadership, little research had 
been done on principals as facilitators of change. Questions iri rieed of 
, clarification ijtcluded: What are the day-to-day interactions arid actions 
^; taken by principals as facilitators of change? How do they organize an 
imnlementatioh effort? How do they support the use of new practices and 
encourage teachers? Do all principals io the same thing? If riot, what effect" 
do these differences have? Are there other facilitators involved? 

With such questions in mind, the PTI Study focused on nine elementary 
school principals irivolved in implementirig a curriculum innovation in their 
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school; ThrbugR a combination of data collectibri inethods, irieluding 
interviews, daily 1ogs» and bi-weekly phone edhtaet?, the daily intervention 
behaviors of these jDrincipals were surveyed over the course of one school year 
(Hall, Rord, Holing, Rutherford, I Stiegelbauer, 1983). The principals in the 
study were selected by their district on the basis of district assessment of 
tfie principal's change facilitating "style" or characteristic leadership 
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' "style" might 
indicate their approach to implementation and its effectiveness (Rail, 
Rutherford, & Griffin, 1982). SoC, LOU, IG and Intervention data were 
c-iMected from teachers at three points during the year to monitor and assess 
the success of implementation efforts (Huling, Hall, Hord^ S Rutherford, 
1983). Interviews and observations at regular intervals added vital data 
about the schools' response to the change (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein, & Huling, 
1982). 

_The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) principals did exhibit 
-different "styles" of facilitation and there was a relationship between 
principal "style" and the effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hall & 
•<otherford, 1983; Huling, Hall, Hord, & Rutherford, 1983); 2) the actions of 
the principal and others could be categorized in terms of the Intervention 
Taxonomy (Hall & Hordj 1984a) which revealed different "game plans" for 
change; and 3) an analysis of interventions from each school, when considered 
in the light of implementation success, suggested the kinds of actions that 
needed to be taJcen for effective facilitation. These groupings of actions, 
called Game Plan Components (GPC's), provided more explicit information about 
the nature of intervehtioris (Hord, Huling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). Finally* 
the study showed that in each school, the principal was not the only 
facilitator. Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to 
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light In the coarse of more ihdapth work In the iSchooK this facilitator's 
role was different from, but compliMfientary to, the role of the principal 
(Hord, Stiegelbauer, S Hall, 1984b), 

The Principal -teacher Interaction study provided infoirrotlon about the 
reles of facilitators, in particular the principal, the nature their 
actions contributing to change and the effect of those actions on teachers. 
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a school wide change, 
requiring the principal to structure efforts to meet the needs of different 
grade levels and Individuals. The unit of change in this study was the whole 
school. The nature of the interactions for change is drawn from the 
qualitative and quantitative data on ihterventiohs and their effects, as well 
as the impressions of research staff collected over the school year (Hall et 
al., 1983). 

The High School Study , conducted in three phases during the 1982-1985 
school years i took a broader and more descriptive view of the change process. 
During Phase I, one or more staff members visited 12 high schools in various 
regions of the U.S. These exploratory visits were made in order to become 
more familiar with the organizational structure of the high schools and the 
change efforts taking place, and to examine possible sources of information 
arid explore strategies for future data collection efforts (Ruling-Austin, 
.1984). In each visit, school administrators, department chairpersons, 
teachers and students were interviewed to gain their insights about how change 
occurs, what innovations were present, arid how to best conduct research on 
change in high schools. Phase II of the high school study was a descriptive 
study designed to address four major research questioris: 

1. What are the types, sources and purposes of change in high schools? 

2. What are the key uriits (school, department, etc.) of change? 
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3; What are the situational factors that most inflbehee the change 
proces ;? 

4. How is the change process managed in high schools? 
To answer these, it was deemed important to look at high schools located 
In different size and type communities and with varying change dynamics, that 
is. schools with much change and those that were more typical for each 
district, eonnanity types were rural, urban, suburban and mid-size cities; 
the high school size varied with the type of community. Nine sites were 
chosen in 9 states geographically distributed across the nation. At each site 
2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), one a typical school and 
the other with much change ongoing. 

Phase III involved 2 high schools and 3 elementary schools in each of 2 
school districts {Rutherford et al., 1985). The purposes of this phase were: 

1. To determine the role of the district Office in school change. 

2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools. 

3. To investigate the management of change over the long term, and 

4. To study how leadership affects the change process. 

This phase also incorporated visits to some Of the original PTI elementary 
schools in order to examine the progress of implementation efforts. Special 
attention was devoted to understanding the role and function of different 
constituent groups including department chairpersons, district personnel, and 
teachers in school improvemsrtt efforts. 

The High School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken 
in all, Phases I, II, and III include data from over 30 high schools and six 

elementary schools. Findings from the study include information about 
the sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford & 
Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schools 
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(Hall S Guzman, 1984; Hord & Hurphy, 1985; HuHng-AustIn, StiegetbauePi S 
Huscelldi 1985), sitaatlonal factors influencing change iri high schools 
(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Stiegelbauer, Haddadi S Hurphy, 1985), the roles and 
reactions of teachers (Rutherford & Marphy, 1985), and the "role and influence 
of the district office on change in both the high school and elementary school 
(Hall, Rord, & Putman, 1985). 

When considered together^ the PTI and the High School Study data present 
.a clearer picture nf important variables associated with change. Among these 
variables are the nature of change facilitators, change Units, changes 
themselves, and of the actions taken to facilitate change efforts. 
Additionally, the data identify roles involved in the change process and 
configurations of leadership which are more effective in school improvement. 

Selection of Educational Leaders 
The High School and Principal-Teacher Interaction Studies have 
contributed greatly to our understanding of the role and actions of leadership 
for change. While these studies have aUo allowed us to develop some 
hypotheses about effective leadership in general, the findings relate 
specifically to the change process and leadership for school improvement. The 
roles and behaviors of school leaders in the context of change may be very 
different from the roles and behaviors leaders might assume when maintaining 
stability or wearing "otner hats." The focus on facilitating school 
improvement is important to this discussion of selection of educational 
leaders. The findings from the two studies can inform the processes of 
selection, hiring, and placement of individuals in leadership roles for school 
improvement. Additionallyi these findings have implications for the selection 
of change facilitators in many roles, not only principals. 
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The tenrj 'facilitator* Is one used In our research to Indicate anyone 
actively involved in supporting the change process, or working with potential 
users to understand isnd incorporate the change (Stiegelbauer^ Huscella, & 
Rutherford, 1985), A "change facilitator** then, is one who provides 
assistance to those who are expected to incorporate new atliitudes or skills in 
response to a particular change (Hall S Hord^ 1986). Research conducted in 
elementary and secondary settings shows that there may be many different 
change facilitators In the schools operating in various roles, including 
principals, assistant principals, department heads, and teachers. The roles 
these individuals play in the change process are often better characterized by 
the actions and interactibns they engaged in than by their formal designation 
In the school. One possible exception to this is the principal. In almost 
every schooU the principal proves to be a necessary support to the process, 
even if he or she takes little active role in facilitation (Hall & fiord, 1986; 
HuliRg-Austin, Stiegelbauer» & Muscella, 1985; Stiegelbauer , Muscella, i 
Rutherford, 1986). 

The roles of facilitators can be deliminated according to the kinds of 
actions undertaken. Every change effort we studied in our research had a 
primary, or first, change facilitator (CF). This person had the major 
responsibility for managing the change arid was often the principal. Host 
schools also had a second change facilitator (Rord, Stiegelbauer, & Hall, 
1984a, 1984b; Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986) who played a 
complementary role to the f'irst CF and worked in closer contact with teachers, 
or prospective users. Further ^ there were often other GFs, teachers or 
district consultants, who worked with the 1st and 2nd CF to promote and 
clarify the change. 
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These facilitators in many cases become a change facilitating *team,'' 
wbrMng together to enhance "the change process (Hall S Hordj 1986). For this 
team to work effectively, the primary CF has to be consistent in the role as 
leader during the process. Ideally this means delegat-'ng and monitoring 
respdrsibiinies from the perspective of a long-term plan for the chi;.ge which 
reflects the needs of the individuals involved, the specific context, and the 
change itself (Hall S Hord, 1984b; Rutherford, 1981). This plan includes 
ispecific interventions directed to the needs of the process (Hord, Huling, S 
Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hord, Stiegelbauer, & Hall, 1984a). 
SelecUon^ a nd S tyle 

Selection issues relating to the change facilitation roles include: the 
demands of the role, the characteristics that would best meet these demands, 
and, because of different roles and interactions in a "team" of facilitators, 
the 6Q!ri2r\ds. and characteristics of Iriteraetlve facilitation. The PTI study 
findings present some guidelines to these issues in the concept of "st^'le" 
(Hal! et al., 1983; Rutherford, Hord, & Huling, 1983). 

The term * style' refers to a characteristic manner in which a leader, or 
facilitator, will approach the task of faeihtatihg change. The PTI study 
hypothesized that a principal's change facilitating style would influence not 
only the nature of actions taken but the success of implementation as a whole. 
■Three change facilitating styles — respbhder, initiator, manager — were 
traced, each with a characteristic pattern of behavior. Each also had their 
own attributes in terms of facilitation (HaM, Rutherford, Hord, S Huling, 
1984). The initiator style, however, had the greatest success as correlated 
with implementation on the classroom level (Huling, Hall, Hord, & Rutherford, 
1983). 
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Very briefly, the three styles are as follows {Rail & Hordi 19846; 
Rotherfdrdi 1984); Leaders with the Responde r change facilitating style place 
heavy emphasis on allowing teachers and others to take the lead, they see 
their prin(iiry role as administrative * yet emphasize the personal side of their 

t 

interaetioris with teachers and the cormiuni ty. They are often good public 
relations people. they tend to deal with decision making on a 
moment- to -moment basis and have snort term goals that change as situations in 
the school demand. Responder style leaders let things happen. When working 
with other individuals who have their own vision for the change, their public 
relations talents enhance the sense of support necessary for the process. 
Alternately* their short tenn goals limit the depth of activity needed over 
time to Institutionalize the change. 

The leader with the Manager change facilitating style varies more in 
-his/her behavior and considers the longer range interests of teachers, the 
schopl, and the district when making decisions. They are efficient 
-administrators and see that basic jobs are done well^ yet will protect their 
teachers from overload. They respond to changes that are prioritized by the 
district or by school need and actively work with teachers to implement those 
changes. Manager style leaders hel p things happen. They are often well liked 
by teachers and work smoothly with a team. Often they are limited in their 
ability to delegate effectively and become overly involved in specific 
projects. 

Leaders with the Initiator change facilitating style seize the lead and 
makes things hapipeh, occasionally at the expense of others' interests. They 
have a strong vision of what the school can be and base their actions 
accordingly. Decisions are made in relation to the school's goals and in 
terms of what is best for students^ teachers, and themselves, in that order. 
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They will often reinterpret district programs arid policies to better suit the 
needs of their school, they will push teachers strongly to adopt changes they 
see as necessary. Initiator style leaders make things happen. In a school 
where they are well received by teachers and in league with district/school 
interests, they are the most effe-^tive facilitators. In a setting that 
resists their vision^ or where there is a conflict of interest, this style 
could be disruptive. 

As this brief description might indicate, each style incorporates a nge 
of behaviors that contributes to an approach to working with school 
improvements, the Pti and High School Study data suggest* however, that while 
an individual's behaviors may change from situation to situation 'style' tends 
to remain fairly constant. The behaviors relating to effective change 
facilitation, however^ can be learned (Rutherford, 1984). Further, leaders 
may utilize one set of behaviors relating to a 'style* with one innovation and 
a different set with another, given the priority of the change. This approach 
seems to be especially true of manager style leaders. 

In considering leadership for change, selection could be based oh a 
eombinatioh of perceived leadership style and the needs of a specific setting. 
From the PTI data, it was found that Initiators arid managers had a higher 
tmplemeritatidn success thari respbriders. Managers' schools had better climates 
than did Initiators*. Both managers and Initiators had better school 
climates, as perceived by teachers, than responders'. For example^ a 
responder style principal or leader could contribute to a lack of focus within 
a school Improvement effort, leaving individuals to sort things out for 
themselves. Ah Ihhovatioh lacking "push" from a leader often seemed to find 
Its way to the bottom of teachers' priority lists. Alternately, in a setting 
characterized by a group of self-motivated, independent teachers, an initiator 




style might be seen hs difectivej Whereas a inahager style cobld provide the 
supporti dlfectibhj and potential teamwor'c that would contribute to a change ^ 
and allow teachers to create their own sense t)f vision. Thus, selection most 
consider the needs of t+ie context as we' 1 as the strengths of the 
facilitatorCs). However, js manager or responder leader who works well with a 
specific setting eould more successfully plan change projects by incisrpofatihg 
some of the behaviors correlated with the initiator style. Specifieally, by 
clearly articulating a vision and translating it into clear objectives, 
leaders inay enhance the change process. 
Selection and Teams 

Another consideration n selecting leadership for change involve 
leadership teams, the High School Study in particular indicated that in many 
settings a number of facilitators would work together to prc,r,ote the change. 
These facilitators would then take on different roles, one being ^He primary 
facilitator, another the second GF, and occasionally, other CFs would be 
involved (Rail & Hord, 1985; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer , & Muscella, 1985; 
Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986). A look at these teams indicated 
that there may be a complimentary relationship between facilitators of 
different styles. In building a "EF team" persons with complementary styles, 
interests, and expertise should be selected rather than those persons who have 
the same strengths and weaknesses. Hall and Hord (1986) present a detailed 
discussion of the roles and characteristics of leadership teams. 



To select the primary change facilitator, consideration needs to be given 
to some of the attributes of that role, such as providing vision and push, 
structuring a plan, monitoring, providing consistent leadership, modeling 
expectations, and coumunicating about the change and progress with it. Since 
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the primary change facilitator rieedi^ to be In overall conSand of the process, 
this person should be in a position of credibility and authority. In most 
instances, it is the principal, assistant principal, department head, or 
someone in line authority. 

Based on the style or characteristics of the person chosen as the primar; 
facilitator, second £F5 can be selected because of their complementary style, 
their placement in the school, or both. Second CFs tend to work more closely 
^with teachers about the change, they should monitor in a non-threatening way 
in order to provide feedback and correction to teachers. Second CFs may also 
model behavior relating to the change. Initially^ they do riot need to be 
experts on the change itself* but they need to be willing to become experts in 
order tc be credible to teachers. Further, they should be able to work with 
the primary GF in planning and monitoring the process. Persons in roles such 
as resource teachers, assistant principals, grade level leaders, or department 
head^i who are used to working closely With teachers would likely be the best 
choice (Hall. & fiord, 1986; St iegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986). 

The Training of Educational Leaders 
RecbiTDendations for training are based on "the premise that good skills, 
developed through good training are necessary for good facilitators" 
(Rutherford, Hall, & Newlove, 1982, p. 31). As discussed in the previous 
;^ section, all persons involved in change facilitation should be included in the 
training process. Research conducted by RIP shows that generally, first CFs 
do not give consideration to the configurations of leadership they use in 
change efforts (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, & Huscella, 1985). Vet* 
synthesis of research findings suggests that "with some cofnnon, and some 
specialized, training and clarifications of their mutually supportive roles... 
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facilitation effectiveness and Implementation success in school improvement 
efforts could be greatly enhanced" (Hord, HalU * Stiegelbauer, 1983, p^ 32). 
Perhaps first CFs should begin to attend to tht- process of forming a team for 
school improvement. 

eoninoh sense, as well as research, acknowledges that hot all roles on a 
change facilitation team are of equal importance. Yet, selection and training 
of persons in each role rather than reliance on their emergence by chance is 
important in forinlng a team for effective change facilitation (Huling-Austihi 
Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985). Some understanding of each of the £T roles 
would enhance the interaction among the roles. The previous section of this 
paper discussed the impact of roles on the selection process. See Hall and 
Hord (1986) for a detailed oiscussicn of the roles which could be included in 
a change facilitation team. 

Another guide for a training program Is the realization that factors 
* underlying concerns theory also apply to training change facilitators. 
Consistently, the research has confirmed that change is a process for 
facllitators too (Hord S Goldstein, 1982; fiord. Ruling, & Stiegelbauer. 1983). 
In keeping with this premise, those involved in training should realize that 
It requires a cownitinent of time and effort over a substantial period. This 
consideration will be discussed In greater detail later in this paper. 

Training is a multiple level task (Figure 1). What do you teach persons 
to enhance their performance as change facilitators? How do you transmit that 
information? these questions serve as the core of training educational^ 
leaders for change facilitation. The what and how are supported by the 
theoretical bases of the change process and adult learning theory. Each layer 
adds to the richness of the previous layer. In this section, the content and 
process of training will be discussed in depth. 




FIGURE 1 
MtiLtiPLE Levels of Training 
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The Cbhterit of Traihlhg 

The research clearly shows that there Is "the heed for principals [and 
other CFs] to use the data sources available to then .... In many cases, 
inforthation is hot readily^ apparent to principals [and other CF^] in their 
day-to-day activities and can only be gathered through formal data-gathering 
methods'* (Ruling, Hall, & Hord» 1982, p. 23). T'-e Goneerns Based Adoption 
Model (C8AK) provides both diagnostic and prescriptive dimensions for use by 
trained change facilitators. Appendix A furnishes a detailed discussion of 
the diagnostic and prescriptive components of the CBAH. While particular CF 
roles might be more involved with certain dimensions of the model, general 
familiarity with the CBAH is needed by all change facilitators. The CBAM is 
the content to be used in training educational leaders in roles as effective 
change facilitators. 

Further, research conducted at both the elementary and high school levels 
show^ personal attention, by a change facilitator, is necessary in school 
improvement efforts (Hall, Rutherford, & Griffin, 1982; Rutherford & Hurphy, 
1985). The research also Indicates that change facilitatcrs can take action 
which can influence teachers' use of instructional innovations. Therefore, 
"appropriate training of principals [and other CFs] — in effective 
intervening is a much needed link to the improvement of practice by 
teachers" (Hord S Goldstein, 1982, pp. 2"l-22). 

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM, Stages of Concern, Levels of Use, and 
Innovation Configurations, allow a change facilitator to probe the user system- 
for infonrnion. ©f Concern (SoC) focuses on perceptions of feelings 

individuals have abc i innovation. Levels of Use (LoU) focuses on whether 
or hot an individual 'ng an innovation, the third diagnostic dimension^ 

Innovation Configurations (IC), foeyses on the innovation rather than the 



useri le providss a framewcrk for seeing exactly what parts of the Innovation 
are being esed and 1n what ways. By using these tools, change facilitators 
have data with which to plan appropriate interventions. 

Figure 2 shows the Interactive nature of the CBAW. The change 
facilitator has access to a resource system arid to the GBAK tools for 
collecting diagnostic information about Individuals and the Innovation during 
the process of cnange. After using the diagnostic dimensions. Stages of 
Concern, bevels of Use, and Innovation Conflguratione the change facilitator 
can make concerns-based interventions. As the research Indicates, GFs use the 
CBAM to gather data and to take appropriate action. The tools can be used 
over and over to monitor both the Individuals and the Inndvation. 
Faeilitatien then becomes a result of the Interaction between the 
faci1itato»-(s) and the target group. 

The prescriptive dinvension of the tsm provides a framework for action. 
This^move to action is based on data gathered by CBAM's diagnostic dimensions. 
As a result of learning how to use the practical CBAH tools, there are several 
applications for change facilitators. One Involves the setting of goals for 
the use of a new program. Using the descriptive dimensions of the CBAM makes 
It possible to articulate clearly how Individuals should change and what the 
Innovation should look like In use. A second application Involves the design 
of training arid other Interventions to help Individuals implement the 
Innovation., keeping In mind the goals that have been established, the 
developmental nature of concerns and the use and the resources available. As 
implementatiori progresses ^ the CBAH concepts and tools can be applied to 
monitor and evaluate the extent and quality of use of the innovation. 

While knowledge about change theory and use of teams will enhance the 
change facilitation process, 1t must be kept in mind that the change process 
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THE CONCERNS-lASiD ADOPTION MDOlL 




Hill, 6. t., Sillicf, I, C. 1 08!Sftt, I. A. ^ *T?lopiwlil wnwplwliriliw of th? lAiptiw frmi 

within fdocatlonal InjUtutiDns. fluslin; Hpjcirch and D?f!io|fiffit Cftilcr for Tpachfr fdirtinion, the 
llniversily of IpMS, 1973. 

FIGURE 2 
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is unique to each sitoation. When using the diagnostic CBAM tools * change 
facilitators must Be able to '•'see" the ihndvatidh within the entire context. 
Figure 3 shows some of the" variables that can impact a system. Unique 
combihattohs of eharaeteristies at each site will flavor the nature of 
ihterventicns. For example, research shows that "the factors having the most 
influence . . . a*iinistration» faculty, district, and cdnmunity -- were seen 
by researchers to have greater variance across all sites in the way and degree 
to which they influenced the change process" (Stiegelbauer, 1984, p. 18). 
tlhderstanding of the site's particular variation will enhance the change 
facilitator's role. The School Ecology Survey (Hall S Griffin, 1982) end the 
Situational Factors Checklist (Stiegelbauer. Raddad, & Murphy, 1985) are two 
instruments developed during the RIP research studies which may help CFs "tune 
in" to their unique context. 
The Process of Training 

^Just as individuals involved in a school level change have concerns about 
the innovation, change facilitators have concerns about their role. "The 
concerns a person has at any point in time relative to his role in 
facilitating school irrprovement will reflect the kinds of needs he has and 
Will determine what kinds of assistance will be most helpful" (Rutherford, 
Hall. & Newlove, 1982, p. 55). Therefore, the process of training being 
recoitmehded is pa'rtially based on the assumptions of concerns theory, 
discussed earlier in this paper. 

Another consideration in structuring a training program for change 
facilitators is the research findings about adult learning theory. Like many 
other social science fields, adult learning research provides many specialized 
theories. However, Dja (1979) provides a comprehensive review and synthesis 
of the major literature in this field. Based on the review, and her own 
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cliistor^' In st?ff developmehti she identifies some elements for consideraticn 
in structuring a t;ainins program for adults: 

1. Recognize teachers' ^and CFs] reasons for participating 1n var-';ous 
staff development activities in terms of their life age, and career 
cycle transitions. 

2. Recognize the developmental stages of teachers [and CFs3. 

3. Respond flexibly and differentially to various stage perspectives. 

4. Develop a working knowledge of the complexities of the unique 
context of each school. 

These eletnents are similar to those already expressed in the assumptions about 
change. A training program for adults must give careful attention to such 
principles when structuring the delivery of the content. 

Synthesis of five years of research by RIP and adult learning theory 
suggests a process for training consisting of interaction between two major 
elements: concepts and applications. The process recbrnSends the presentation 
of GBAR concepts, a period of application, and a review, refinement, or 
extension of the concepts as feedback. This cycle is repeated over an 
extended period of time. As mentioned previously, it is important that all 
members of the GF team be trained together so that they may develop a conmon 
background and understanding. 

Just as in teacher training, change facilitator training needs to be 
on-going with coaching and support along the way (Hord i Huling-Austin, in 
press; Joyce & Showers, 1982), Therefore, the process of training discussed 
here, is a developmental process, not a one-shot affair. A year--long training 
program, consisting of monthly or bi-monthly sessions, is optimal in that it 
allows participants time to reflect oh and practice what they have learned. 
As the cycle of training continues, the CBAM concepts presented may become 
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more refined and sUuatfon specific, or participants ttusy apply the general 
concepts in a variety of settings. Hhetfier the concepts are applied to a 
broad or ria-rov situation, the cyclical nature of the training procsss* 
presentation, application, and feedback, remains constant. 

As the cycle of training continues, applications often are utilized in an 
actual, on-going change process; As described by Stiegelbauer, Muscella. and 
Rutherford (J986), the change unit has unique characteristics, such as s^re 
and organization, which interact with the proposed change and the change 
facilitator. As the cycle of training continues, the GF may use applications 
that are most effective in a particular situation. While initial applications 
may be a trial and error, continued applications often involve adjustments 
necessitated by interactions among the change unit, the CF, and the 
innovatidri. As the EF works more intensely within the change unit, 
•appropriate feedback may take on a very interactive format such as coaching, 
'to d^al with site-specific demands. 

So, while the cycle of training remains stable, the concepts can be 
presented using various formats which may include workshops, individual 
instruction, and on-site coaching. Application of the CBAR concepts may be 
accomplished through paper and pencil assignments, interviews, and casual 
discussions. Feedback may also be completed using various methods. However, 
when selecting a strategy for implementation, information about the specific 
situation, the assumptions of concerns theory, and precepts from adult 
learning theory should interact. Any technique compatible with these three, 
governing principles would be appropriate as part of a training process; 

Summary 

Based on five years of research in elementary and secondary schools 
examining the change process, this paper made recoimendations about the 
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-selection arid tr&ihihg of educational leaders, these recomnendatlOris were 
grounded In the asstmptions underlying the CBAM. Further, It was assumed that 
those engaged In training had school Improvement as a primary goal for 
educational leaders. 

Selection can be partially based on the "styles" of educational lesJerSi 
Certain styles seem tc be more effective in facilitating school improvement 
.than others. However, selection need riot be limited to a single criterion. 
'•Rather, for most effective faeilitation to occur, change facilitation teams 
should be iri place. The creation and functioning of teims suggest the use of 
additional criteria for selection. 

The very existence of a team eor.CiSpt should be considered during 
selectiOri. individuals determined to lead as "rugged individualists" probably 
would hot farictlon efficiently in a team of facilitators. Similarly, the 
roles to be fulfilled, first, secOrid, arid third GF, should be determined. 
Hall, and Hord (1986) discuss the specific tasks necessary for completion by 
the different roles. 

While style can serve as a guide Iri selecting educational leaders, the 
needs of the specific situation and the iriteractions among team roles must 
also be considered. If some of the roles are already functioning, selectiOri 
for additional roles should seek to complemerit those already iri operation for 
eschool improvement. Because people arid situations are so diverse, there are 
no absolutes to be applied in selection. Rather, the recorj?2ndat1ons in this 
paper may be a framework for use In the selection of educational leaders for, 
school improvement. 

It stands to reason that iridivlduals who will be leading school 
improvemerit efforts should be trained In change facllitatiori processes. The 
Goncerris Based Adoptiori Model (CBAK) offers diagriostic arid prescriptive tools 




that can be osed in homerods situations, the CBAM is a tested and practical 
method which can enhance the effectiveness of trained facilitators 
providing tools for data cdl lection and a guide for action. 

The process of trainir^ must include the entire CF team and extend over a 
sustained time period; Inclusion of all members of the CF tearr. provides 
practice working together as well as reinforcement for the importance of all 
roles. By coirrnittihg to training 'over a period of time, which includes 
-applications and feedback, the CF team is "living" the process necessary for 
effective school improvement. 

Final Thoughts 

The recdnmendations for selection speak to both the preservice and 
ihserviee training of educational leaders. Oh the preservice level, persons 
interested in school leadership positions can be made aware of potential 
styles and their impact on school improvement. Also, the strengths of a 
change facilitation team can be explored. During inservice, emphasis may be 
placed oh the definition of roles and the priority of functions necessary for 
school improvement. 

The training reconmendations , just as those related to selection, may 
apply to both the preservice and inservice levels. On the preservice level, 
the academic year makes modeling the process difficult. However, the cyclical 
process can easily be taught. Ideally, inservice training should model the 
cyclical training process discussed in this paper. 

The content of the training, the GBAH, can be incorporated as a standard, 
part of the preservice curriculum. General familiarity with CBAM and its 
underlying assumptions will allow persons entering the arena of school 
improvement to formulate a theoretical and practical framework for action. 
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Ongoing Inservice training In the CBAM will provide bppbrtanities for persons 
on a CF team to praetice in specific situations and receive tailored feedbaeR; 

The suggestions presented in this paper are based on the assumption that 
those considering the ideas are committed to school imprbveneht. That 
conwitment will be reflected in the time and training specially allocated to 
topics relating to school improvement. It will also be reflected through the 
creation and support of change i'acilitation teams. As simplistic as it 
sounds, a basic assumption underlying the CBflfl must apply to the selection and 
training of educational leaders for school improvement. That is, "Change is a 
process, not an eve^.t." 
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Appendix A 
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model 

Diagnostic Components of the CBAH 

The three diagnostic components of the model are the Stages of Concern 
(SoC)i tevels of Use (LoU), and Innovation Configuration (IC). They car, be 
usetd separately or together, depending on the type of data needed to asse«;s a 
situation. 

St ages of £one£rh ^oaf the fnnoyst ioo (Hall, George, S Rutherford, 
1977) is based on the developiaental »ork of Francis Fuller (1959). This 
dimension describes seven categories of cbheerhs Individuals experience with 
varying intensities as they undergo the change process. These range from 
early concerns about "self," to concerns about "task," and finally to cchcerr.s 
about "impact." Reliable and valid procedures have been developed for 
measysing the seven Stages of Concern. For example, the Stages of Concern 
Questionhflire (SoCQ) consists of 35 items which ths respondents rate on a 
tikert scale. Five items represent each of the seven Stages of Concern. 
Estimates of internal reliability range from .65 to 36. Perhaps the most 
useful interpretations of this data are derived from analysis of the profiles 
that are nwde from displaying the percentile values, converted from raw 
scores, tor each scale on a grid. A complete explanatidh of various analyses 
techniques Is available through a variety of publications (Newlove & Hall, 
1976; Hall, George* 5 Rutherford, 1977; Parker & Griffin, 1979). 

bevels^ oZJise (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, S Newlove, 1975) describes how 
performance changes as the teacher becomes more familiar with an innovation 
and more skillful at using it. Eight distinct tevels of Use (LoU) have been 
identified. Individuals first "orient" themselves to the innovation. 
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Usually, first signs of use are found at the "Mechanical" level where planning 
is short-tenm arid orgariizatidh and coordination of the Innovation are 
disjointed. As experience increases^ inhbvatibh users move to the "Routine" 
level and eventually may reach various levels Where changes in the innovation 
begin to occur. A casual interview procedure may be used to Informally assess 
LoU. A more systematic procedure may be conducted by trained and certified 
tbU ihtervi^i^ers (Lbuclcs, Newlove, & Hall, 1975). 

Inn ovation Configur a tion (Hall & Louclcs, 1978) describes the various 
for.ns of an innovation that result srhen users "adapt" it for their particular 
situations. With this concept, the major operational components of an 
innovation are identifiad albng with possible variations of each component. 
^'These descriptions are summarized on an Innovation Configuration (IC) 
.Checklist (Heck, Stiegelbauer ^ Halh S Lducks, 1981) which is used to identify 
fthe particular cbnfiguratibn currently in use. 
' -Prescriptive Dimension of the CBAM 

Iriterveritidri taxdndmy (Hall S Hord, 1984b; Hall^ Zigarmii S Hdrdi 1979) 
provides a structure fbr the change facilitator to plan a change effort. It 
is characterized by five planned or sponsored levels: Policy* Game Plan, 
Strategy # Tactic ^ and Incident. The levels are distinguished generally by 
their size, magnitude or sebpe^ and the extent of their impact. Ahbther level 
which results from unplanned effects and actions are known as ^nushrooms. " 

Planning of change efforts is crucial to their success. "The plan, 
departure frdm it^ and the restructuring of the plan are the rubric which . 
direct the actions of the change facilitator during the implementatien 
process" (Stiegelbauer, Kuscella, & Rutherford, 1986, p. 26). According to 
PTI data (Hall et al., 1983) the likelihood of successful Implementation is 
increased when fbur particular Game Plan Components (GPCs) are in operation. 
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These GPCs sre: developing supportive brgahizatibhal arrangements, trainin 
providing consultation and reihfbrcement, and fnoniton'ng and evaluating. T 
nature of the ebmpenents and examples from the research base /»re discussed 
detail by Stiegelbauer, Huscella, and Rutherford (1985). 
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